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Re:

Docket No. 07-SB-1; Comments on Guidelines for California's Solar Electric
Incentive Programs

Fat Spaniel Technologies, Inc. (Fat Spaniel) submits the following comments on
the California Energy Commission draft staff report: Guidelines for California's Solar
Electric Incentive Programs Pursuant to Senate Bill 1 (Draft SB 1 Guidelines). Fat
Spaniel was unable to attend the workshop on the Draft SB 1 Guidelines held on October
4,2007, but understands that the Energy Commission will accept comments on those
guidelines through October 15,2007. Fat Spaniel appreciates this opportunity to file
comments on the same substantive matters that were the subject of the Staff Report on
Eligibility Criteria and Conditions for Incentives for Solar Energy Systems Senate Bill 1
(Staff Report).
Fat Spaniel is puzzled and disappointed to see that the recommendation by Energy
Commission Staff in the Staff Report pertaining to third party monitoring of system
performance was changed in the Draft SB 1 Guidelines. In the Staff Report, Staff
recommended that the Energy Commission adopt "third party monitoring of system
performance as long as it is economically reasonable ..." (Staff Report, Chapter 6, p. 47.)
However, in the recently published Draft SB 1 Guidelines, Staff now recommends that
systems using the PBI approach "shall have a five year service contract with a
performance monitoring and reporting service (PMRS)", and systems using the EPBI
approach may require a PMRS provider "if the program administrator determines that it
is economically reasonable." (Draft SB 1 Guidelines, Chapter 4, p. 16.) Staff has
apparently discarded its earlier recommendation of thirdparty monitoring, or monitoring
by a PMRS provider that is independent of the system owner or other parties who may
have a conflict of interest in the performance of the solar system (e.g., the system vendor).
Staff did not explain the rationale for its change in the Draft SB 1 Guidelines so Fat
Spaniel does not understand the basis for abandoning independence.
In Fat Spaniel's comments on the Staff Report, filed on August 29,2007, Fat
Spaniel made constructive suggestions that would have provided a firmer legal basis for
Staffs recommendation of third party performance monitoring. In the Staff Report, Staff
based its third party monitoring recommendation on the authority of Public Resources
Code 8 25782(a) to promulgate eligibility criteria for the California Solar Initiative (CSI).
However, in the Draft SB 1 Guidelines, Staff followed Fat Spaniel's advice (at least in
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part) to move the performance monitoring standard to Chapter 4 to be a part of solar
energy system installation standards, and thus base the PMRS monitoring requirement on
both subsections (a) and (b) of $25782.' In so doing, the Commission would be
establishing the PMRS monitoring requirement as part of the Energy Commission's
statutory duty to promulgate standards to optimize system performance and accurately
monitor the quantity of electricity generated by systems receiving incentives.
However, when Staff moved the monitoring recommendation it inexplicably
dropped the independence requirement. As Fat Spaniel explained in its August 2 9 ~
comments, which is attached as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference, third
party performance monitoring ensures optimal system performance and instills high
confidence in the accuracy of data by entrusting performance monitoring and reporting to
PMRS providers who have no vested interest in the results. Independent PMRS
providers thus provide more trustworthy oversight of CSI incentive disbursements
(particularly PBI payments) than would solar vendors, who also wish to provide PMRS
services, but who, given their conflicted business relationship with system owners, have a
real potential for bias to over report the actual performance of their systems in order to
increase future sales and reduce warranty costs.
As Fat Spaniel pointed out in its earlier comments, Staff is aware of the value of
independence as it made independence a standard for a host of other activities associated
with CSI eligibility. (August 29th Comments, pp. 3-4.) Similarly, Staff continued its
policy of promoting data integrity through third party verification in the Draft SB 1
Guidelines by requiring independent third party testing of PV modules (p. 8); third party
testing of inverters (p. 12); third party testing of both +I- 2% meters and +I- 5% meters (p.
32); third party field verification and diagnostic testing of PV systems (pp. 15,33, and
34); and independent testing of incentive calculations for expected performance-based
incentives (pp. 11-12).
In earlier comments, Fat Spaniel also pointed out the shortcomings in Staffs
proposal to utilize field inspections to verify system performance, most notably that field
inspections are temporal s i p shots of system
and thus incomplete, and are
subject to simple human error in a way that automated systems are not. Moreover,
automated verification avoids the current problem of a lack of trained inspectors: a
problem that the Energy Commission has no doubt experienced in its Building Energy
Efficiency Program.

'

Fat Spaniel also recommended that Staff incorporate its third piuty performance monitoring
recommendationas part of the Chapter 3 standards for solar energy system components. Staff did not
follow this suggestion and Fat Spaniel m e w s that comment here for the reasons set forth in its prior
comments.
Last year the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) identified inadequate workforce skills and
training as one of the most frequently identified baniers to solar energy use. Poorly trained installers and
inspectors will continue to undermine the credibility of data used to issue PBI payments. R. Margolis and J.
Zuboy, "Nontechnical Baniers to Solar Energy Use: Review of Recent Literature", Technical Report,
NRELRP-52040116 (September 2006). See http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fyO7o~ti~40116.pdf.

